s e :R‘; ~ _.: Fo '}'
S f”“e-%zziﬁif tjé}

)

*
%

o

A

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author
ind do not necessanly reflect the views of the PR ECI
Department of Deferse or any of its agemcies. This

document may not be released for open publication untd

it has been clesred by the appropnate muitary servics ot
government agency.

& 8 P s s e s s s oo . 0 & 0" e s s e 0

THE UTILITY OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS
FOLLOWING 1990 CONVENTIONAL FORCES EUROPE
REDUCTION AGREEMENT

BY

LIEUTENANT COLONEL ARTHUR "SKIP" KEATING
United States Army

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approved for public release.
Distribution is unlimited.

N EEEEEENEEEEE X EE AR R AR AR A R R R R R XD

USAWC CLASS OF 1991

U.S. ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CARLISLE BARRACKS, PA 17013-5050

".0"“‘“.'.Q."OO...‘.‘.

L I A A B RN BN BN B AN A




P -
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF TH!S PAGE
Form Approved
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OMB No. 0704-01°8
1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS
Unclassified

2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3 DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY OF REPORT

Approved for public release; distribution is
2b. DECLASSIFICATION/ DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE . .

unlimited.
4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANICATION

(If applicable)
U.S. Army War College
6c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)
Carlisle Barracks, PA 17013-5050
8a. NAME OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (If applicable)

8¢. ADDRESS (City, State, and 2IP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS

PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT

ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.

11. TITLE (Include Security Classification)
The Utility of Tactical Nuclear Weapons Following 1990 Conventional Forces Europe Reduction
Agreement.

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
LTC(P) Arthur J. Keating, FA

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) }1S. PAGE COUNT
Final MSP FROM TO 91-04-29 22

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP

19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number) Not so long ago, the world was changing
rapidly and America was coming out the winner. The Berlin Wall fell, the Iron Curtain
vanished, the Cold War faded and Germany was united again. At least one arms agreement, t}
Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, which reduced the U.S. Pershing II and the Russi:
SS-21's missiles in the European theater, was in place. Then the euphoria evaporated. The
Kremlin hardliners regained power and balked at signing a Conventional Forces Europe (CFE)
agreement - a treaty which only a year ago would have reduced to approximate parity the si
of United States and Soviet Forces in Europe. Was America ready for this new Soviet
challenge? Thankfully the answer is still yes. The United States continues to maintain i
Nuclear Triad -- land, sea and air deliverable nuclear weapons systems. On the European
battlefield the U.S. maintains the ability to deliver tactical nuclear weapons to ~vorcome
the Russian Army's numerical advantage and remain responsive to the ground commander. Al
this should give Kremlin hardliners (strict communist power brokers, primarily in the mil:
and KGB) reason to pause. Given the reemergence of hostile Soviet (continued on back

20. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
X UNCLASSIFIEDUNLIMITED O SAME AS RPT. I u..C USERS unclassified

22a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) | 22¢. OFFICE SYMBOL
COl. Duane E. Williams, Project Adviser (717) 245-3845/3725 AWCAA

DD Form 1473, JUN 86 Previous editions are obsolete SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PA




19. Abstract (continued)

leaders, this paper addresses the future need for land based Theater Army delivered tactical
nuclear weapons in the European Theater and within Regional Theaters. It also analyzes
regional powers, indicating how they might influence nuclear strategy in a world where the
Soviet Union may well be moving away from us again.




A ncﬂl.u T

PUREE

2 A

C

. “‘.l‘
_REsY 3

Tom 0

<~y g ed

! : natlljzﬂation :

{
UNCLASSIFIED j sy
{ Dis

e e

i ’811&011111 Coden
[ —"A ——
i Vﬁ.sl a.nd/.r

USAWC MILITARY STUDIES PROGRAM PAPER

Speciael
i

|

THE UTILITY OF
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOLLOWING

1990 CONVENTIONAL FORCES EUROPE REDUCTION AGREEMENT

by

Lieutenant Colonel (P> Arthur "Skip" Keating
United States Army

Colonel Duane E. Williams
Project Advisor

U.5. Army War Colleaqe
Carlisle Barracks. Pennsyivania 17013

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approved for publie
release; distribution is unlimited,”

UNCLASSIFIED

The views expressed in this paper are th-ce of the
avthor cad 2o rot rnecessarily refiect the views of
the Depariment < D.7cas2 or eny of 15 agencies.

This docu3ent may nit be rclcased for open publicatioft

until it has been clcared by the appropriate militarv
service or government agency,.

2
|
f‘
|



~J

TABLE UF CONTENTS

2 a0 T L T e
NATO s Huclear Position Following WW 11 ... v nnen,
Nuclear Weapons, Insurance Policy For The West ,............. ...
Soviet Threat In Europe ......... J PP
Reqional Conflicts - Threat Of Hucleac War ........... .ot
The Demise (f Conventicnal Forcés In Burcpe (CFE) Adreement ......

Why We Need An Organic U.S. Acmy Nuclear Capabllity .......... ...

where Should We Go With Nuclear Weapons In The 1990's ............

Tactical Nuclear Weapons Promote Future Peace .........c.ecvvivnn,

16

19

2l




ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: Arthur "Skip" Keating, LTC, USA

TITLE: The Utility of Tactical Nuclear Weapons Following 1999
Conventional Forces Europe Reduction Agreement

DATE: 29 April 1991 PAGES: 22 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassitied

Not so long aao., the world was chanaing capidly and America wWas coming oul
the winnecr. The Berlin Wall fell, the Iron Curtain vanishea, the Cold War tad-
ed and Germany was united again., At least one arms agreement., the lntermeo:-
ate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, which reduced the U.S. Pershing [1 and the
Russian 5S-21°'s missiles in the European theater, was in place.

Then the euphorta evaporated. The Kcemlin hardllners regained power ana
balked at sianing 3 Conventional Forces Zurope (CFE) agreement - a treaty
which only a vear ago would have reduced to appcoximate pacity the size of
United States and Soviet Forces in Europe. Was America ready for this new
Soviet challenge? Thankfully the answer is still yes, The United States con-
tinues to maintain its Nuclear Triad -- {and, sea and air deliverable nuclear
weapons system’s. On the European battlefleld the U.S. maintains the ability
to deliver tactical nuclear weapons to overcome the Russian Army’'s numecrical
advantage and remain responsive to the ground commander. All of this should
give Kcemlin hardlliners (strict communist power brokers, primacily in the mil-
itary and KGB) reason to pause,

Given the reemergence of hostile Soviet leaders., this paper addresses the
future need tor land based Theatecr Army delivered tactical nucleac ueapéns In
the European Theater and within Regtonal Theaters. [t aiso. analyzes cegion-
al powers, i1ndicating how they might influence nuclear strategy in a world

where the Soviet Union may well be moving away from us again.
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INTRODUCTION

tiow that the Cold War 1s over. publlic opinion supports a denuclearized Eu-
rope. But the reemerqgence of the old Soviet Military and K3b hacdliners in
the Kcemlin. resulting in a new cooling off period in the U.S. Soviet rela-
tions. raises serious questions regarding the wisdom of a denuclearized Europe
The West has seen the Soviet Hlierarchy move from the Cold War to Perestroika
and now back to a cooling off peciod of mistrust between the East and West.

At a minimum, the future of Europe and the USSR Is extremely uncertain. Given
this troubling new reality, wouldn’t it be prudent to continue what in the
past has proven to be successful? Without doubt, the longest period of peace
in Europe would not have occurced without the positive deterrence of strateaic
and Theater Army nuclear weapons. For a period of 45 years (1945-19%0, Europe
has grown and prospered without the threat of war due to the nuciear deter-
rence. Contrast this picture of a war free Europe with the milllons of Asians,
Africans and Latin Americans dying or wounded in regional (third world) wars.
Then it follows that selected future battles will take place in emerging,
third world nations,

Tactical nuclear weapons provide deterrence againgst the unpredictabliijty
of the Kremlin hardiiners. Their preference for a stronger Soviet mllitacy
machine may weli include a nuclear buildup. If so, thls increasingly plausi-
ble scenario could lead to nuclear proliferation between the superpowers in
Europe and In the third worid. Glven this new hostile envicronment, the U.S.
must retain the will and ability to dellver tactical nuclear weapons in a vari-
ety of <cenarios. To do less may mean the eventuai downfall of freedom as we
know |t today. This paper examines the future utllity of tactical nuclear

weapons on the European and third world regional battlefields.




HATO’S NUCLEAR POSITION FOLLOWING WW 11

The democratic countries of Europe understood i1n the eavly 1950°3 that the
newly formed North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was unlikely to raise
Its conventional forces to a level necessary to meet a massive 3oviet ground
challenge. There was an initlal interest in using tactlical nuclear weapons to
compensate for conventional military deficiencies., Eventually it became less
costly 1n political and economic terms to use nuclear systems to counterbal-
ance the conventional military superiority of the Soviet Union and 1t3 Warsaw
Pact Allies.

At first, the United States possessed a monopoly on nuclear weapons
throughout the world, supported by a doctrine of first use of nuclear weabons.
The threat of first use served as a strong deterrent when U.S. Secretary of
State, John Foster Dulles stated in January, 1954:

"The United States Intended In the future to deter aggression kv depending

primarily upon a great capacity to retaliate, instantly. by means aad at

places of our own choosnngf"

But this strategy of massive retaliation was replaced by a strategy of as-
sured destruction and later repiaced by the strategy of fiexible response.
When NATO adopted the flexible response strategy in {967 it was desiagned to
keep us well cliear of the nuclear threshold: we stipulated that there would no
longer be an automatic nuclear response to conventional Soviet-Warsaw Pact ag-
gression. By then, the NATO governments were wiiling to use all available con-
ventional means to preserve NATO territory. Should that fall, then the pros-
pects of using tactical nuclear weapons would areatly increase. If tactical
nuclear weapons did not work, then the next option would be the U.S. use of

gtrategic nuclear weapons. These responses were subjected to political con-




trol Aand designed to detec aggression and pceserve peace. They were aiso plan-
ned tc sustain the secu;!ty ot the Lorth Atlantic Trealy area within the frame-
wock of Forwacd Defense?

Uniteq States nuclear pregence has provided a continued long tecm balance
In Europe and protected our own national interests. There 19 no need tou ce-
learn the lessons of history. Rather, we should continue to observe the stra-
tegic principiea that have led to this period of peace:

- U.S. nuclear and conventional presence means detecrrence.

- The U.3. must maintain a modern nuclear detercent fource in Burope.

- The U.S. will cespond approprlately to any attack with a mix of conven-
tional and., if necessary as a last resort, nuclear weapons,

- The U.S. nuclear triad 18 even more essential now with the reduction of
NATO conventional forces and the formation of multinational corps.

- Nuclear forces provide insurance against rapid changes, which may cause
tha noy Veamiin hard]:rerg tg o~7der the Soviet military to pursue an adversar-
lal posture.

- The U.S. will continue to seek international agreements which [imit con-
ventional and nuclear weapons ln Zurope.

- Most of all., U.5. and European security are linked.

Editorlal Note: Due to the tremendous number of world changes thal have
occurced in the past year, the author stopped including updates tn Macch 1991.




NUCLEAR WEAPONS. INSURANCE POLICY FOR THE WEST

Jucing the spcing 1990 summit, Presidents’ Bush and Gorbachev deciged to
reguce the lingerina threat of global war and build greater securlity for Zu-
rope. Thev aiso decided to schedule future talks aimed at readucing shcrt
range nuclear weapon gsystems. However. the Bush administration had no inten-
tion of getting rid of nuclear weapons (n Europe altogether because they have
been the West’s insurance policy for peace. Secretary of State James bakec,
addressing the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) heid in
Copennagen in June 1990, stated that "NATO will remain as a cefensive all.ance
with an apepropriate mix Of nuclear and conventional forces desianed to pre-
gerve peace and securtty and not start a war. It wit! alse serve as an i1ndis-
pensable guarantor of peace?' In other words, nuclear weapons will continue
to provide the leverage for insuring future peace in Europe. Likewise. the
U.S5. would continue to pursue arms control agreements as a long-range mecha-
nism for peace.

Through arms control, the U;S. seeks to enhance strategic cooperation and
to preserve reduced levels of conventional armament, while reducing the risk
of misunderstanding or miscalculatlion. During an earilier summit, an accocd
was gsianed in which both the United Gtates and the Soviet Union aareed to oe-
stroy most of lts chemical weapons stockplles. Each natlon agreed to stop pro-
duction, to reduce warheads to an equal level and to deveiop appropriate in-
spection procedures to view each others sltes? Next the U.S and Soviet Union
geek to agree to future talks almed at reducing sgo:t range nuclear systems
(3NF) and Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty ¢(START).

But in view of the sudden rise of Kremlin hacrdlinecs and their crack-down

in the Baltics, these new nuclear arms reduction treaties now appear cemote.




Two years ago tactical nuclear wearons 1n Europe appeared to be destined for «
requced role however, they have now become a prudent insutance policy for the
West, (it znly as 3 weapon of 13st resoct. HNuclear weapons thus continue LG
fulfill an essential role tn the overall strategy of the NATO Alliance: they
serve to prevent war by ensuring that no ciccumstances acise I1n which nuclear
retaliation 1n response to military action 1s needed. I[n fact. NATO has ge-
cl1ded to update its strategy folliowinag the decisions taken durina the London
Conference in July 1990. The conference protocoi stated that the alliance
wiil maintain an appropriate mix of nucleac and conventional forces, based :n
Europe. [t went on to say that the nuclear weapons would be used only in selt
defense, thereby Jjustifying maintaining the lowest and most stable level of nu-

6
clear forces necessary to prevent war,




SOVIET THREAT IN EUROFRE

Trne return ot the Soviet hardliners has jncreased the threat otﬂthexr uage
ctf torce 10 Eurcpe to secure the historic goals ot the Soviet Union. Their ce-
sire to retain puffer states around the Soviet Union, secure warm water ports
and proJject communist domination throughout the world would fuifiil geverat =t
thetr goals. But the West has seen the Soviet Hlerarchy move to a cooiing
oit period. which has led to a renewal of mistrust. For the West, this mi=-
trust was triggered by the Soviet’s use of force to control the Balkan States
as thev attempt to secede from the Union of Soviet Socialist Repubiic3: tre
suaden retirement of Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, who was sSuppcseadly
supporting Pregident Gorbachev: and finally the posgible demise of the Cunvsen-
t.onal Ferces Europe (CFEY Treaty based on the cunning Soviet tactic ot trans-
fering three Soviet Infantry Divisions to Naval Divisiongs. The troop transfer
will be discussed In areater detall later in this paper. While these are out-
ward signgs of a political strategy change, they may as well be viewed as a tac-
tical bid {or power by the millitary, which may be attempting to regain some of
the power lost during the recent changes.

In December 1988, Soviet President Gorbachev anrounced the beginning of
reductions in European Soviet troop strength and selected weapon systems while
simultaneously restructuring certaln Soviet Divisions., Following the Soviet
lead, similar decisions were taken by other eastern European nations. The re-
ductions, to be fully Implemented by 1995, will reduce overall Soviet troop
stcenath Includina tanks, artilliery pieces and combat aircratt from former
Soviet milltary strongholds in eastern Europe and the western Soviet 'nion.

The net result appears to be that primarily older and less capable equipment

13 being removed from the Soviet Forces, while newer equipment will be distrib-




uted to other Russian based combat units. The result will be greater mechani-
zation and tirepower for newly equipped units. In tact. they will remain as a
fermidable threat to the NATO alllance? As a result. the Soviet military
threat continues to exist in Europe, even though the Soviets have ordered scme
torces [0 return to the Soviet homeland.

The Soviet Union remains a formidable opponent for several reasons: first.
Soviet military doctrine continues to foliow a principle of dealing with the
Western Alliances from a position of strength. Second, much of the excess mil-
1tary equipment brought about by Con' entional Forces Treaty has been shipped
east of the Ural Mountains, which protects it from the CFE counting process.
This sheltering of equipment will a;low the Soviet Union to maintain numerical
supertiority over the forces of NATO. Thlrd. the retention of newer equipment
will allow the Soviet Unlon to redistribute the equipment and modernize other
units with first class equipment. Fourth., the Soviet Army remains the laraest
modern acmy 1n the world (the Chinese are not modernized), it |3 doubly cap-
able of striking NATO with conventional and nuclear system;? The Soviet Union
remains formidable even without their former allies,

The Warsaw Treaty Organization (WT0) was dissolved in April 1991, {ormal-
1z1rg the collapse of the Communist Milltary Empiri% The demise of the WTO
presents a mixed blessing to the Sovlet Union. [t denles the Mother!and of
buffer states to protect it from the West. On the other hand. Russia will not
be expected to give away billions of rubles in arms and equipment to satellite
states. It also means that the cost savings can be reinvested in the homeland
thereby improving the economy. But the loss of buffer states has made the
Soviet Hardliners very uneasy. In the hardliners’ eyes. the Soviet Union has

become vulnerable to !and or air invasion.

Soviet allles In the fallen Warsaw Pact (Poland, Hungary, East Germany.




Czechoslovakia and Bulaaria) have also declared their intentiaona to reduce
troop strength ind eliminate tanks, artillery pleces, armored vehicles and
combat aircraféf These countries are currently on their own and expected to
Join the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and eventual-
ly to become democratic states., History has shown that the risk of war with
these countries will thus be minlmized, since democracies have never foucht
each other (except during the U.S. Clvil warg?

Soviets have also announced that they are restructuring their remaining
ground forces, which pleases the old traditional communist hardiiners. Soviet
Divisions are losing tank strength, yet they are gaining more armored combat
vehicles air defense sgystems. anti-tank systems. engineer and artillery equip-
men:? These upgraded divigions will be capable of maneuver oriented. combined
arms, offensive operations. They will also receive a higher portion of modern-
ized equipment than currently provided to Soviet Divisions. The result will
be a modernized design which will be more efficient and will allow them to
tackle a modern enemy force on equal terms.

Thus the Soviet conventional threat still exigts. even thouah the Soviet
Armies are further away from their old adversaries. This translates Into
greater warning time for NATO Nations. Conversely, the Russians have not an-
nounced a similac reduction in tactical nuclear weapons. They have, however,
agreed to participate in future bilateral discussions with the United States
to negotiate the reduction of short-range nuciear systems. But this discus-
sion has been put on hold due to the lukewarm attitude dispiayed by the Sovi-
ets i1n 1mplementing basic parts of CFE Treati? Thus the uncertainty in Europe

does not preclude that a modernized Russian Force will not return in the fu-

ture with militacy power to occupy their former garrisons in a free Eurove.




REGIONAL COUFLICTS - THREAT OF NUCLEAR WAR

The fotd War brought about a clash between the superpowers (U.3. - Soviet)
while many reaional nations throughout the world touaht regional wars {or eth-
nic, econcmic and geographical reasons. The world has seen manv dramatic
changes durina the past year: the fall of the Liberian Governmenl: tcibal wai s
in South Africa: and the i1nvasion of Kuwait by Irag i1n the Middle East. The
world 18 rapidly changing as regionally deveioping nations gain the ability to

build nuciear weapons. Figure 1| specifies those countries that are moving to-
16
wards nuclear capability.

Sixteen regional nations are currently developing the ability to build a
nuclear weapon to achieve their political, military and econoimic s1ms. lIrag-
immediately comes to mind as a country that was working to achieve such a qoal.
Their efforts have been stymlied by the Israel. Air Force 1n the earlv 1980°s
and recently by the U.5. and Allied Alc Forces during bombing raids Into Irag.
So the United States 13 cectalnly concerned about emerainpu regional powers and
their ability to thceaten other nations with nuclear weapons. This concern
18 heightened by the lack of political stability and the emecrgence ot less
than sophisticated leaders |ike Mohamar Kadaffy and Saddam Hussein. Neighbor-
1ng countries jyustifiably fear the nearby, hostile development ot nuclear weap-
ons and their intended use. The United States also looks carefully at each
emerging nuclear nation in terms of their future use of nuclear weapons. The
question 18: will they eventually end up being a frlend or enemy in theic re-
spective region? It it turns out that they are against the aims of democracy
and the United States then, their newly c¢reated weapons become a negative fact-
or. For example, Israel would fall on the positive side. while lrag would

fall on the negative side.




COUNTRIES CAPABLE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS BY YEAR 2000

HAVE OR ARE SUSPECTED

CHINA, INDIA. ISRAEL

and SOUTH AFRICA

POSSIBLE BY YEAR 200D

ARGENTINA, BRAZIL and PAKISTAN

POSSIBLE BEYOND YEAR 2000

EGYPT, IRAN, IRAQ
LIBYA, SYRIA, TAIWAN

SAUDI ARABIA, SOUTH KOREA, NORTH KOREA

FIGURE 1
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The recent war in the Gult i1ndicates that only rapid ang decisive U.S, mi'i-

itacy action and chemical warface training avected the probable lragl use of
-

chemical weapons. Moreover, 1n five years [raq might have fully developed the
cegsources anad the technological skill to field a wide range of nuclear weap-
onéé Fucthermore. we need to keep i1n mind that fifteen other nations through
cut the world may possess a similar futuce nuclear potentisl. How many of
these emeraing powers will threaten to use their tactical nuclear w~eapons?

The world 13 ditferent today ag 1t faces challenges to peace and treedon
and thus represents new and uncectain challenges n t971. The United States
mugt be capable ot meeting all contingencies and bearing up tou 1t8 arave world
wide cesponsibilities, United States contingency forces must be allowed to de-
ploy (as required) with a low yield nuclear packaae capable of working ag s -
detecrent against regional powers. This same tactic has worked extremely well

in Europe tor 45 years. Therefore, the same detercrent options will brina a-

bout peace in the emerging regional worlid, when prcoperly employed.

10




THE DEMISE OF CONVENTIONAL FORCES [N EUROPE (CFE) AGPEEMENT

A3 described earliec. the United States. Soviet Unjon and twentv othecr Eu-

copean Hztions siagned a landmark treatv - the Conventional Forces 1n Europe
(CFE> agreement, which established numecrical equipment parity 1n conventional
torces between NATO and Soviet led Warsaw Pact forces. Figure 2 depictsg Lhe
large imbalance that existed in the late 1980’3 between the U.S. and USSé?
The CFE treaty, signed on 19 November 1990 in Paris, France. was a monuments!
achievement. But to date it has not been confirmed by elther the U.S. or the
Soviet government. Ratification at one time seemed assured: however, the ra-
cent shift in Soviet interpretation of the CFE counting process (three Soviet
Acmy Divisions to Naval Divisions) hag set the process back. 1f not killed It
completely.

The Soviet hardliners felt that President Gorbachev and Foretign Ministec
Shevardnadze have aiven parts of the Saviet Empire away. The CFE reductiun
process began wWith both sides sharing the supportive atmosphere that existed
In the late 1980°s. But, this spirlt of cuoperation has slowly drained with
the emergence of the hardliners. The force drawdown has caused the NATO coun-
tries to rethink their defensive strategy and force alignments. Thev have de-
cided to reduce their force levels and adopt an 1mproved militacy strategy of
torward presence. Thus they seek to cover the same area with less troops and
under the colors of a multinational corps?0 The outcome may mean that while
NATO democracles creduce their troops and equipment the Soviet Union will ce-
tain the best equipment and accelerate modernization for a tuture showdown.
However, the primary detercent force has always been the threat of nuclear

weapons to balance off conventional force advantages and maintain peace.

The ociginal objective of the Conventlonal Forces Europe Treaty was to pro-

11




COMPARATIVE SUPERPOWER MILITARY CAPABILITIES

TOTAL REGULAR ARMED FORCES

U.s. USSR

2,143,250 4,258,000

MAIN BATTLE TAHNKS

u.S. USSR

15,992 '+ 53,350

ARMORED PERSONNEL CARRIERS

u.s. USSR

31.363 58,500

FIELD ARTILLERY

u.s. USSR

5,597 31,500

FIGURE 2




vide 3tapllity and 3ecurity tor Bucope 3 futuce LY ceaqucing and palancing HATD
and the warsaw Pact 3 nonventional torces and equipment. Furthermore, 1t was
intended to ceduce the tikelihood of a surprise attack by moving the Soviet
Forces to aacrisons east of the Ural Mountaina. The hara!iners disaareed with
Gorbachev 38 actions and apparentiy stepped into the process and altered the
original treaty levels, thereby shifting the balance 1n favor ot the Soviels.

[n December 1988 Gotrbachev announced he would begin the force reduction
initiative by a unilateral reduction of 500.U00 Soviet Forces. He also pledo-
ed to withdraw the remaining Soviet troops fcom Germany by 1994 as pavt of the
overall witharawal from Westecn Europe. Figures 3 and 4 show the imbalance
that existed in 989 between theONATO and WTO alliances and the proposed CFE
equlpment ceilinas tor both sxde;%

The CFE talks did not finallze the remaining personnel torce levels to be
stationed in Centra) Europe. Yet another decisiun was reached between Gecmsny,
and Russia to limit the newly unified German Forces to no more than 370.000
goldiers, 350,000 of whom were to be gfound torceg? It was expected that 3
new round of talks would take place in 1991 to reach agreement on troop ceil-
ings in Centra! Europe. However, this discussion has not taken place due to
the unprecedented Soviet troop transfers and the ceturn of the hardliners.

President Bush’s proposal in February 1990 to reduce U.S. troop levels to
195,000 in Central Eucrope is a national decision designed to provide the mini-
mum focce necesgsary to carry out NATO’s plan to defend itself against attack.
A force this size would enable the Army to maintain one corps si1ze eiement in
Germany to implement the alliance strateay. The ovecall drop gn 1l S, troop
strength of 80.000 to 195,000 may not be the last reduction. European Allies
and the U.S. Conaress. sensing the reduced Soviet threat, mav tell the U.S.

23
militacry to reduce its forces to even lower levels. When the tinal deci=iun
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Artiliery

1989 NATO - WARSAW PACT COMPARISON

NATQ

—

16.424
23,340
14,458

3,977

Helicopters 2,419

Ground Forces 2,213,593

FIGURE 3

Warsaw Pact

51.500
55.100
43,000
8,250
3,700

3,090,000

CFE EQUIPMENT CEILINGS

Tanks 20,000

Armored Combat Vehicles 30,000

Artillery 18,000

Hellicopters 1,900

Alrcraft 6,200
FIGURE 4




18 made, a ftorce of 100,000 troops may be our levelina off point. Further re-
ductions may be neaotlated in the follow-on (CFE-2) talkg., which may see the
U.3. reagucing to 33 low as 50,000 trooes |n Europe. At that level., we could
maintain only one division with support persconnel and a4 U.S. Multinational
Theater Heagquartecrs, perhaps 1n Hetdelbery., Getmany. With a force level thit
amall, we would not pe capable of fulfilling our NATO misgsion without ractical
nucleac weapons to balance the ftorce levels. Tactical nuclear weapouns would
allow the small U.S. and NATO Multinatlional force to deter war by merely pos-
sessing the capability of delivering the equalizer, Tactical Nuclear Weapons.

Thus., the NATO strategy for the defense of Europe willi no longer strictly
follow the framework of forward defense along the intec-German bordec. While.
this strategy has aided the peace process in Europe, 1t will no longer be the
focal point for defense planning. In its place will be a policy ot forward
presence where U.S. and NATO troops wili be separated by hundreds of miles
trom their Russian adversaries east of the Urals The new, reduced NATO torce
structure will employ a mobile force to react to massing hostile troops along
the eastern most approaches to a unified Germany. This torce will have 2 mis-
3ion to inteccept. engage, and deny access or penetration into Gecmany terci-
tory. [t will be torced to trade space for time against a supericou Soviet at-
tacking force or employ tactical nuclear weapons to stop the penetratlo;?

The proposed NATO operational strateqy calls for the tormation of multi-
national corps. This force will be composed ot several nations 1n peace as
vell as in war. For example, the U.S. and German forces may provide a mecha-
nized and armored division to fill out the corps combat strength. The corps
covering force may consist of focrces from Holland or Belgium to seek out the

enemy and determine his intentions. The command challenges of tighting a mul-

tinational corps are significant. In fact, the same historical flaws found
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I the Zoviet - Warsaw Pact combat focmations mayv 3oon plague the NATO Mult)-
nationadl Corpg: uncertain communications between difterent nations. dittecent
tactics and organizatijons: and 288 than desirable equipment tntecopecability.
The U.S. forces are expected to be OPCON to the NATO Commander. They must pro
vide their own {ugistical support, but army-level command and control will

come trom NATO. The challenges of interoperability will play a heavy hand in
determining the strengths and weaknesses of such an alignment. A final consig-
eration 13 the possibility that a complete U.S. division may be temporarily re-
moved tcom the multinational force to fight an out-uf-sector battle pechaps in
the Middle East. The division should deploy with the abilily to euploy chem-
cal or nuclear weapons as a last resoct.

CFE RECOMMENDAT[ONS

As a cesull ot the CFE discussiong, certain things must take place on both
sides ta 1nsure a lastinyg peace in Europe. Firat. the U.S. mugt cetain the
ability to genecate a highly capable and balanced ground, air and naval conven-
tional/nuclear force. Army tactical nuclear weapons are the basic buildina
block, which provide the framework to support the smaller force. This 1s nec-
essary to show United States resolve to support the NATO Allies and to sianal
their intent to use nuclear weapons as a last resorf? Second. the U.S. must
cely on a forward presence i1n Europe to deter a crisis, while stil]l maintain-
1ng reqgional stability and global influence. Third, the U.S./NATO convention-
al torce must be capable of being employed without waiting for newly conscript
ed soldiers to round out the Army or new equipment production lines to be mo-
biltzed. The European based units should not be a hollow army consisting of
unit flags and only 60% of the soldiers reaquired to man the equipment and de-

fend the NATO Alllance. Fourth, conventional and nuclear equipment modecni-

zation must continue so that our soldiers are provided with state-of-the-art
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equipment capable of winning on the battlefield. Fifth. the U.S. and NATO re-
serve force must be easily deployable and fully capable of providing the sus-
tatnment necessary o itnsure the defeat ot enemy forces during a protracted
)
war., Jixth, the multinational torce must be fully trained and i1ntecopecable
vefcre the auns beain tao fire. Finally, the CFE Treaty nwust Le veciti«bie g
both sides.  Foreedom £0r obgecrvers to watch military activilies un Doth sices
will prevent larae 3cale torce ageneration or pre-atlack contiauration. lhe

Jnited States secured victory I1n the Cold War throuuh nuclear deterrence pack-

ed by solid action. To lay down our swords now may mean detest 1n the tuluce.
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WHY Wi HEED AN GRGANTC U5, ARMY NUCLEAR CAPARILITY

L3, Acrmy tast rm3i fiuclear weapou® have pravided the toundiatinon tor Buco-
pean securihy {or decades., They have served as detecrents in Europe as well 33
in other reaicna. theaters. Thus they have prevented war. They nave 371 ~ven
areater place (n a small. ingependent multindationdl corps tecauge they cffer
Acnmy Commanders a tlexible, easily deplioyable. tactical theater wartiuhting
capability. [n contrast, Aic Force and Naval air gystems have some difticulty
f!ying pin-point nuclear missions during periods of severe weather conditiong,
which limits their empioyment. U.S. Acmy systems are also more survivable
than dual! capabie atrcratt and sea based aircraft systems since thev are apie
0 hi1de and be dispersed across the battletield. [n addition, they remain an
excellent detensive opt,on to regspond to an aqQaressor 3 use of nucl2ac or chem-
ical weapons 1n worlcd wide cegional contingency operations, Decause each medi-
ull heavy howitzer and missile aystem (epresents o potential rwclear delivers
gystem.  ACmy nuclear weapon 3ystems are regponsive to the Theater Commander
whiie pcoviding a vaciety ot options and a myciad of planning consideratiuns
o7
tor the opposing commander to considecr.

Airccatt and sea based systems are designed to strike fixed targets (aic-
fields., bridges), where as Army 3systems are best suited to attack mobiite bat-
tietield targets that appear quickiy and must be dealt with quickly. Navy and
Air Force nuclear systems are not as responsive to battlefield needs as Acmy
gyatems acre. The command and control required to commit a dual capable (con-
ventional-nuclear) Aicr Force aircraft or sea-based Navy aircratt to attack a
massed enemy tank formation 1S lengthy and cumbersoine. The forecast must be
submitted 96 hours prior to launch time: then there are lengthy taraetina pro-

28
cedures. The ground commandec would prefer to utllize assets he 13 fami!llac
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with., He knows they will work and be responsive to his Immediate needs. Botn
aiC and sea gelivered systems provoke detailed consideration by an agvers<arw
Lecause they may 3suggest a strategic employment or nuclear escalation (Hagasa-
1. Hicoshima). Bul tactical delivery systems are ajready deployed i1n lheater
tor <onvent.cnal purpcses therefore army assets ofter ground commandecs a mors
frecible option tor bimited nuclear use 1n Europe as weil a3 in thitd wop QO
teaiwnal confiicts.

Uperationally, the army qenecally pcefers aceater flexibility against A .
barae array ot potential agacessors. Thig supports continued tieldina ot a
mixed ftorce of Army nuclear systems, missiles and cannons possessing Jduat cap-
abie (nuciear and conventional) delivery gsystems., Thi3 same opliod wrov, Jed
greater tlexibility to the newly formed NATO Multinational Cocpg as they pce-
pare to fiaht on a noni.near batllefield.

The preferred option of using Army nuclear systems ofters a fiexibie ce-
sponse to a3 variety of targets. Low-yield surface~to-sur{ace missiles are
beat suited for attack against heavily armored formations, nuclear del | very
units, tactical headgquarters and fixed targets. Artlillery-ficed atomic pro-
Jectiles (AFAPS) contlnue to provide low-yield, accurate and respongive attack
capability tor use against close-in targets that would place enemy tocces at

29
hidh ri1sk when massed for an attack. OQrganic Army Nuclear assets provide 5

battletield mix of delivery sygtems which reduces the potential of catastroph-
ic tarlure of a single deljvery system,

Acmy systems provide a critical link between battlefleld continaency plan-
ning and the threatened employment ot U.S. strateaic systems. The potentisl
use of J.S. Army organic nuclear systems deployed as an element of U.S. Mult:-
national forces symbollzes for U.S. and NATO - more than any other nuclear em-

ployment option - a dicect and bellevable tie between European security and
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that ot the United States,

Ariny tact (oAl nucltear weabons3 provide 3 positive tndicator ot Amecican
Intent to cesture 3 Dalance ot power n 3 vaiiety ot contlhicts., Armv wesapong
by themselves have never been congtrued as possible strateqic systems. But
the Navy and Aic Focce systiems are subject to strateaic inlerpcetation. U.35.
allies tn Europe have understood tor decades that the U.S. Acmy nuclear assets
remaln the clearest, most vigible confirmation of a contipuina and believatle.

30
coupling...the Amecrican nuclear quarantee.
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wHERE SHUULD WE GO WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS I[N THE 1990°'5

The tuture role ot nuclear weapons shou!d be based on the toundation of
their success (n detercing war i1n Europe. The United States and Soviet Unicn
will continue to determine their global and European military strendth on
their cregpective nuclear focrces. They both realize that they have the capabli-
1ty to inflict unacceptable destruction upon one another.

The threat of tactical nuclear weapons cremains as part of the U.S. - HATO
deterrent capability. The U.S. should retain the ability to deliver tactical
nuclear weapons 1n all types of weather against a variety ot targets to de-
stroy 4 superior enemy force.

The U.S. al=so has a relatively new tactical nuclear weapon called an en-.
hanced radlation (ER) weapon also known as the neutron bomb. This device
yields a hiah concentration of radiation with little blast and heat e{tectz%
This clean weapon eliminates most residual radiation: 1t has thus become a
leading candidate weapon to be used in future support of our around troovs.
For tactical targets, 1t increases milltary efflciengy and reduces colilateral
damage through the use of ephanced radiation weapongf

This weapon system has tremendous advantages when employed against a fort-
ified enemy in a place like Kuwait City. In such situations. the enemy use3s
all ot the cover and concealment a city has to offer. The system does not
reiy on the blast over-pressure or intense heat aenerated by older type tactic-
al nuclear weaponZ? This system gives off cadiation which kills personnel In
combat vehicles and tank crews waiting in ambush. It does not destroy build-
inas or vehicles. i1n stark contrast to the atom bombs detonated in Naaasaki

and Hiroshima to end World War 11, This system offers a new dimension to tac-

tical nucleac warface. [t offers the opportunity to attack enemy pecsonnel
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34
Withaut inflictina hiagh level2 ot physical damage. The cuntrolled etteota of

this system would seem to make future use of enhanced cadiaticn. tactical nu-
clear weapons moce politicaliy attractive. Thus the system could enbhance de-
tecrence. They orovide a powecful tool for the battlefield commender to neu-
tralize superior enemy torces, This gystem 18 far less destiuctive than other
small tactical nuclear weapons already stockplled In Westecn EBurope. Thig sys
tem 18 not as lethal a3 older systems. Thecefore it may be politicallv inore
acceptable to our European allles. Neutron weapnns may make tactical nucleac
war more palatab(e to our NATO partners. A case could be made to cetain [ A
numper of ] enhanced radlation weapons 1n the European Theater even (f the
older tactical nuclear weapong were removed. A limited number would secve the
principal purpose of detercing tuture coﬁfllct. »

RECOMMENDED FUTURE USE

In the 1990’s we should retain a limited number of enhanced radiation Tac-
tical Nuclear Weapons to insure the continued peace in Europe and in other re-
glonal arenas throughout the wnrid. However. one day both sides mav be salis-
tied that the risk of war is low enough to completely eliminate the tactical
nuclear systems. But, toc now the world situation 15 currently too tluitd and

unpredictable to support that decision betore all of the facts are known.
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TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROMOTE FUTURE PEACE

CONCLUSION

In many ways. the alobal interests of the United States and Soviet Union
are much more secure today than they were perhaps a year ago. Many changes
have taken place 1n the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe to remove the tensiona
of a lingering cold war and nuclear attack. The Warsaw Treaty Ocganization
has tailed. These events have caused many leaders to be unduly optimistic
about a nuclear-free worlid. But the rise of Kremlin hardlliners and the Soviet
crackdown in the Baltics demonstrates the need to maintain a strong U.S. for-
ward pcesence i1n Europe. The Soviets continue to move in the wrong direction,
away from CFE ratificatlon and slowly towaras a new Cold War in Europe. The
rest of the world may soon feel the chilling power of the Soviet Union as it
attempts to rebuild lts power base to appease the returning hardliners. There-
fore a credible U.S. tactical nuclear deterrent |s necessary to maintain a bal-
ance of power. In Europe, the United States and its NATO allies must continue
to attain their national security objectives, in the llght of renewed suspi-
cionsg regarding the Soviets, albeit with a reduced level of tactical nuclear
weapons.

While the United States pursues its stated national goals and objectives,
it must conslder the associated costs of maintalning a relatively large conven-
tional force or securing a smaller, less costly nuclear force. Simllar deci-
sions In Europe for the past 45 years have consistently favored contlnued de-
terrence based on the threat of nuclear weapons. Therefore tactical nuclear
weapons, including enhanced radlation weapons, should form the future systems
to preserve a balance of power and secure peace throughout the world.

The Unlted States must continue to provide its Nuclear TRIAD in support of
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cont lnued wocld peace. Tactlical nuclear weapons are essentlia! as a part ct
the deterrent tocrce suppocrting the NATO pollcy of Flexible Responge.

Finally. the Unjted State3 must stand ready tc add deterrence to reaional
contlict through means of a deployable tactical nuclear force. No price is

too high to pay for continued peace in the world.

22




ENDNOTES

1. Jokn Foster Dulles, "The Evolution of Foreian Policy." Department of

State Bulletin., Vol. 30, January 25, 19954,

-~

2. NATO Armed Forces Reference Text, Department Of Military Strategy

Plans and Operations, USAWC, Carliste, PA, 10 October 1990, p. 7.

3. James Baker, Statement by the Secretary of State Before the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee, Washlagton, D.C., June 19, 1990, p. 2.

4. 1bid., p. 3.

5. Patrick G. Marshall, “Obstacles to Bio-Chemical Disarmament.*®

Editorlal Research Reports, 1990 Conaressional Quarteriy, p. 366-367.

6. NATO, London Declaration On A Transformed North Atlantic Alliance,

Issued by Heads of State and Government, North Atlantic Counci! in London..
S - 6 July 1990.
7. William Drozdiah, *"World Leaders Gather To Close Cold War, Open New

Empire,* The Washington Post, 18 November 1990, p. A-32.

8. 'Soviet Union Stockpiles War Gear, Jane’s Reports", The Patriot-News.

(Harclisburg, PA), 14 March, 1991, p. A-8B.

9. Thomas-Dureli Young, Kari H. Lowe, Colonel, The Case for U.S. Partici-

pation in NATO Multinational Corps, Strategic Studlies Institute. U.S. Army

War College, Cariisie, PA, October 5, 1990, p. 2.
10. Colin L. Powell, General, Chairman JCS. "Enduring Realitie3s Defense
Need," Defense 90, September/October, Washington. D.C., p. 14.

1{. "Sovlets to Dissolve Warsaw Pact,* The Patrlot-News. (Harrisburg. PA)

13 February 1991. p. A-4.

12. *Pact’s Demise.* The Patrlot-News, (Harrisburg, PA), 14 February

1991, p. A-16.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

————

Baker, James., Statement by the Secretary of State befure the Senate

Foreian Reiations Committee. Washlngton. D.C.. 19 June 1990, p. 2.

Carnesole, et ai. Harvard Nuclear Study Gecoup. Living With Nuclear Weapons.

New Bantam Books. 1983.

Christman. Daniel, BG, USA. Oral Presentation. <Carlisle, PA. {2 October
1990.

Drozdiah, William. *“Wocrld Leaders Gather to Close Cold War, Open New Europe.*

Washington Post., The. 18 November 1990, p. A-34.

Dulles, John Foster. "The Evolution of Foreign Policy." Department of

State Bulletin. 25 January 1954, Vol.30.

Ecickson, John. "Arms Negotlations In Europe.* Current History. November

1989.

"Events Overtake European Arms Pact.® Washington Post, The, 19 November

1990, p. A25, AZ6.

Freedanan, Laurence. The First Two Gentlemen of Nuclear Strategists Makers

of Modern Strategv. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986. Peter

Paret (edltor),
Hollenbeck., Ralph A., Colonel, USA and Shaver, David E., Colonel, USA.

On Disarmament: The Role Of Conventional Arms Control In National.

Security Strategy Strategic Studies Institute, USAWC, Carlisle Barracks,
PA.

Jolnt Military Net Assessment 1990. Secretary of Defense. Washington, D.C.

March, 1990,

Jordan, Amos A. and Taylor, William J., Jr. American National Security.

Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1984.




Lessons Learned from the Gulf War. This information was developed by the

authcar while attending the USAWC multiple souirces. Caclisle. PA. 1991,

Lykke, Acthur F.. Col (cet). Military Strateay: Theocy and Aol ication.

Caclisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, 1987.
Macrshall, Patcick J. "Obstacles to Big-Chemical Disarmament." Editocial

Reseacrch Reports, 1990 Conraressional Quarter!y, pp. 366-3F7.

Matthews, William, Sewall., John MG, Vice Director tor Strategic Plans and
Policy. U.S. Joint Chief of Staff. *“HNATO To End Forward Defense.*
Army Times, 22 October 1990.

Merritt, Jack N., General. "Challenges to Peace and Freedom Review." AUSA

News (Acllngton, VA), October 1990.

NATO Armed Forces Reference Text. ‘*Department Of Military Strateay Plans

and Operations.* USAWC, Carlisie, PA, 10 October {990.

NATO. London Declaration on a Transtormed North Atlantic Alliance.

[ssued by Heads of State and Government North Atlantic Councti! in London.

5-6 July 1990.

"Other World Wide Military Capablllities.” AUSA Hews Supwlement (Aclinaton.

VAY, 1990, p. 2-3.

"Pacts Demise." Patrict News, The {Harrisburg, PA), February (4, 1991, p. Al6

Powell, Colin L.. General, Chairman-JCS. "Enduring Realitiea Defense leeds."
Defenge 90. Washington, D.C., p. 14.
Reimer, Dennigs, LTG, Army Operations Deputy Chief ot Staff. Memocandum:

Attack Of Short-Range Targets (U). Washington: Department of the Army,

S July, 1990.

Rose, P. John. Nuclear Weapons: Image Verses Reality. Mlilltacy Strategy

Theury and Application. Col. Arthur Lykke (Ret), U.S. Army War College,
Carilsle, PA.




"Soviet Unton Stockplles Wac Gear, Jane’s Report." Patrlot-News, The

(Harrisburg, PA), 14 March 1991, p. A-8.

"Soviets To Dissolve Warsaw Pact." Patriot-News, The (Harrlsburg, PA).

{3 February 1991. p. A-4.

Ullin., Robert. CFE Treaty Sheet. A Compilation From Multiple Sources.

U.S. Armmy War Colleae. Carlisle. PA. January, 1991,

Ullin., Robert. European Regional Strategic Appraisal U.S5. Army War

College. Carllisle. PA. February 1991.

U.S. Department of the Acmy, Army Regulatlon 101-31-1: Army Fleld Manual.

Washington.,
Vogel, Steve. “Brigade Leaves Berlin, Ends Allied Occupation.®* Acmy Times.
22 October 1990, p. 19,

Why an Organic Nuclear Capability for the Army. U.S. Army Fleld Actillery,

Combat Development. October 1990, pp. 1-2.

Wolforoety, Paul. Statement by the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

to the European Affairs Subcommittee. Washington: Senate Foreign

Relations Committee, ¢ May 1990.

Young, Thomas-Durell, Lowe, Karl H., Colonel. The Case For U.S. Participation

In NATO Multlinational Corps. Strateglic Studles Institute, U.S. Acmy War

Coliege, Carlisle, PA, 5 October 1990, p. 2.




l3. Robect Ullin, Bucooean Fegional Strateaic Aupralsal. U.S. Armyv Wacr

Coliege, Carlisle, PA. February 1991,

14. Juhn Ecickson. "Arms Neaotiations in Europe.® Cucrent Histocy.

Vol. 88, No. 541, November 1989, p. 370 - 371.
15. Ibid.. p. 373.

16. "Other World Wide Militacy Capabilities". AUSA News Supplement

(Aclington, VA)Y, 1990, pp. 2-3.

17. Lessons learned from the Gulf War, information compiled and developed

by author while attending the USAWC multiple sources, {991.

18. Seth Carus, "Stopping Missile Prolifecation," Current [ssues

Commentaryv, The World and 1. p. 182-187.
19. "Other Wocld Wide Military Capabilities", pp. 2-2.
20. Young, lLowe. pp. 1-3.

21. Robect Ullin. CFE Treaty Sheet, A complication tcom multiple soucces.

U.S. Army War Collewe. Carlisie, PA, January 1991,

22. Steve Vogel. "Brigade Leaves Berlin, Ends Allied Occupation.” Acmy
Times. 22 Uctober 1990, p. 19.

23. William Matthews, "NATO To End Forward Defense." Army Times.
22 October 1990, p. 61.

24. Willlam Matthews, John Sewail, MG, Vice Director for Strategic Plans
and Policy, U.S. Joint Chief of Staff, "NATO To End Forward Defense.®
Army Times, 22 October 1990, p. 61.

25. Joint Millitary Net Assessment 1990, Secretary of Defense. Washinuton.

D.C., March, 1990. p. V-3.

26. [bid.

27. Why an Ovganic Nuclear Capability for the Acmy, U.S. Acmy Field

Artittery Center. Combat Develcoments, (ctoher 1990, p. 1-2.




28. U.S. Department of the Acrmy, Army Field Manual, t01-31-1. p. 8.

(hereafter retecrred to as “Ak 101-31-1"),
29. "AR 101-31-1.
30. Dennis Reimer. LTG. Acmy Operatlons Deputy, "Memorandum: Attack of

Shoct-Range Targets (Ur.," Department of the Acmy. Washington. U.C.. 5 July,

1994.

31{. John P. Rose, Nuclear Weapong: [mage Verses Realitv, Military

Stcateay Theory and Application. Col. Acthur Lykke (Ret). U.S. Acrmy Wwar
College, Cariisle, PA, p. 335-339.
32. Ibid., p. 337.

33. Ibi

(o8
Q

34. Ibid.




